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A key issue raised by Boivin et al. is that increased use of environmental archaeological data holds significant benefits for conservation planning (1). The benefits of the application of paleozoological records to conserving biodiversity have been emphasized by many (2), but there are also numerous possible weaknesses in such datasets that Boivin et al.
(1) do not discuss.
A central question therefore must be: Are zooarchaeological data really of sufficient quality to help with the development of conservation policy? If we consider the Australian example, the answer is a resounding no.
Paleozoological data have been applied to consider potential anthropogenic-driven change in Australia's past. The Pleistocene extinction of the giant flightless bird Genyornis newtoni through Aboriginal firing of the landscape is one example (3); however, the hypothesis seems to have become undone because of (i) the misidentification of the several hundred dated eggshells from this species [which now appear to be from a large megapode (4)] and (ii) the absence of any genetic bottleneck in fire-sensitive plants across Australia at the time of human arrival that would support the claim for an intense anthropogenic fire regime commencing ∼50,000 y ago (5) .
Is the record from later Australian prehistory of better quality? The dingo was translocated at least 3.5 kya and has been accredited to the mainland extinction of marsupial carnivores (Tasmanian devil and thylacine). Some ecologists argue that the reintroduction of dingos will control recent exotic predators (cats and foxes) (6) . Support for this argument comes indirectly from ecological modeling that identifies Aboriginal socio-economic "intensification" as the primary driver for the disappearance of marsupial predators, shifting the blame from the dingo to people (7). This conclusion was reached despite the fact that very few archaeologists support a model of continent-wide intensification (8) . It is likely that dingo introduction dramatically increased the effectiveness of Aboriginal hunting of small fauna (9), but we have no data regarding its broader impact on biodiversity. There have been no studies of before and after dingo faunal assemblages to measure potential environmental impacts. Considering the numerous conservation programs across Australia attempting to reintroduce small marsupials, it would seem ill advised to reintroduce the dingo into these landscapes in the absence of pertinent data.
The Australian record demonstrates that there can be many weaknesses in paleozoological datasets. Contested research encourages conservationists to not embrace records from the past. There are many good examples of paleozoological research that have overcome data weaknesses through better sampling and improved taphonomic analyses to identify potential biases (10) .
We agree with Boivin et al.
(1) that a zooarchaeologically informed perspective holds great potential for conservation biology, but we will only convince conservation ecologists of the worth of past records if paleozoological data quality is improved. We need to help them develop a capacity to understand data quality. If there is greater collaboration with ecologists and policy makers, it comes with the added benefit of shared ownership of research. Cocreated research can tackle specific conservation problems and, through a more collaborative approach, will ensure that paleozoological datasets have greater and more meaningful influences in conservation planning.
